
Docket Operations 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
400 Seventh Street, S.W 
Nassif Building, Room PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590 

Re: Foreign Ownership and Control 
(Docket OST-03-15759) - 

Dear Department of Transportation: 

I am writing to voice my coiiceriis about DOT's proposed rule oti actual control 0fU.S. airlines by 
foreign parties. 

. .  - 

DOT has said that the rule is unrelated to recent aviation negotiations with the European Union to 
"liberalize" air travel between tlie United States and the 25 EU countries. But, as I now know, the rule 
is very much tied to DOT efforts to sign a deal with the Europeans. I have read that the EU said it will 
not initial a new aviation agreement with the U.S. before tlie EU knows that tlie rule will become final. 

It s e e m  to me that the DOT rule was written only to get a deal signed with the EU, and while tlie U.S. 
- EU deal gives European airlines improved access to the U.S. market, DOT's proposal does notliing 
for U.S. airlines that cannot operate at London's Heathrow airport. It is wrong to say Heathrow would 
be open under the proposed agreement because U.S. airlines like Continental still won't be able to 
operate at Heathrow due to lack of landing and take-off slots and lack of airport real estate. In this 
regard, I have to say the U.S. Governnient lias failed to open up U.S. - London Heathrow air service 
while Heathrow is the top airport to use while flying to and from London. 

I do nCJt believe DOT lias the authority to climge US.  aviatioi? laws regarding foreign ou.nership and 
control of U.S. airlines. I understand members of the U S .  Congress have written letters stating tlie fact 
that Congress is the legal body to review, discuss and take action on new laws relating to U.S. airlines 
and their ownership and control structure. I believe my elected congressional officials are tlie only 
appropriate individuals to consider tlie implications of changing U.S. aviation law. 

I support U.S. Goveniment efforts to liberalize international travel but only when the liberalization 
occurs on an equitable level, is fair to the U S .  and when the discussion takes place in the proper forum. 

For tlie above mentioned reasons I a m  urging you to withdraw the proposed rule. 

Regards, 

Name: 
/ 



Docket Operations 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
400 Seventh Street, S.W 
Nassif Building, Room PL-40 1 
Washington, DC 20590 

Re: Foreign Ownership aiid Control 
(Docket OST-03-15759) 

Dear Depai-tnient of Transportatioii: 

I am writiiig to voice my coneelm about DOT’s proposed rule on actual control of U.S. airlines by 
foreign partics. 

DOT has said that the ruIe is unrelated to recent aviation negotiations with the European Union to 
“libel-alix” air trakel between the Unitcd Stales aiid the 25 EU countries. Rut, as I now know, the rule 
is very much tied to DOT efforts to sign a deal with the Europeans. I have read that the EU said it will 
riot initial a new aviation agreeincnt with the U.S. before the EU knows that the rule will become final. 

It seeiiis to me that the DOT rule was written only to get a deal signed with the ELI, and while the 1J.S. 
- EU deal g i ~ e s  buropcan airlines improved access to the U.S. market, DOT’s proposal does nothing 
for U.S. airlines that cannot operate at London’s I-Ieathrow airport. It is wrong to say Heathrow would 
be open under the proposed agreement because U.S. airlines like Continental still won’t be able to 
operate at Ileathrow due to lack of landing and takeoff slots and lack of airport real estate. In this 
regard. I have to say the U S .  Government has failed to open up U.S. - London Heathrow air service 
while Heathrow is the top airport to use mhile flying to and from London. 

I do not belieke DO‘I has the authority to change U.S. aviation laws regarding foreign ownership and 
control of U.S. ai-lines. I understand members of the U.S. Congress have written letters stating the fdet 
that Congress is the legal body to review, discuss and take action on new laws relating to U.S. airlines 
and their ownership and control structure. I believe m y  elected congressional officials are the only 
appropi-late individuals to consider the iinplicatioiis of changing U.S. aviation law. 

I support U S .  Government efforts to liberalize international travel but only when the Iiberalizatioii 
occurs on an equitable level, is fair to the 17,s. and wheii the discussion takes place in the proper forum. 

g you to withdraw the proposed rule. 



Docket Operations 
U.S. D e p a r t m e n t  of T r a n s p o r t a t i o n  
400 S e v e n t h  S t r e e t ,  S.W 
Nassif Building, Room PL-40  1 
Washington, DC 20590 

Re: Foreigii Ownership and Control 
(Docket OST-03- 15759) 

Dear Department of Transportation: 

I ani writing 10 voice my concerns about DOT’s proposed rule on actual control of [J.S. airlines by 
foreibm parties. 

DO1 has said that the rule is unrelated to recent aviation negotiations with the European Union to 
“IiberaIi,x” air travel between thc United States and the 25 EU countries. But, as I now know, the rule 
is very much tied to DOT efforts to sign a deal with the Europeans. 1 have read that the EU said it wdl 
not initial a new aviation ageement with the U.S. before the EU knows that the rule will become final. 

I t  seems to me that the DOT rule was written only to get a deal sibwed with the EU, and while the U.S. 
- Eli deal gives European airliiics improved access to the U.S. market, DOT’s proposal does nothing 
for U.S airlines that cannot operate at London’s IIeathrow airport. It is wrong to say Heathrow would 
be open under the proposed agreement because U.S. airlines like Continental still won’t be able to 
operate at Heathrow due to lack of  landing and tal<e-offslols and lack of airport real estate. In this 
regard. I have to say the U S .  Government has failed to open up lJS. - London Heathrow air service 
while IIeathrocv is the top airport to use while flying to and from London. 

I do not believe DOT has the authority to change U S .  aviation laws regarding foreign ownership and 
control of 1J.S. airlines. I understand members of the U.S. Congress have written letters stating the fact 
that Congress is thc legal body to review, discuss and take action on new laws relating to IJ.S. airlines 
and their ownership and control structure. 1 believe my elected congressional officials are the only 
appropriate individuals to consider the implications of changing U.S. aviation law. 

1 support U.S. Government efforts to Iiberali7e international travel but only when the liberalization 
occurs on an equitable level, is fair to the U.S. and bvlien the discussion takes place in the proper forum 

For the above m ou to withdraw the proposed rule. 

Regards, 



Docket Operations 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
400 Seventh Street, S.W 
Nassif’ Building, Room PL-40 1 
Washington, DC 20590 

Re: Foreign Ownership and Control 
(Docket 0 ST-0 3 - 1 5 7 5 9) 

Dear Department of Transpoi-tation: 

I am writing to voice my concerns about DOT’s proposed rule on actual control of U.S. airlines by 
foreign parties. 

DO’T has said that the rule 15 unrelated to recent aviation negotiations with the European lJnion to 
“l iberal~~e” air travel between tlie linited States and the 25 13U countries. But, as I now know, the rule 
is very mucli tied to DO?’ efforts to sign a deal with the Europeans. I have rend that the El i  said it will 
not initial a new aviation agreeinent \ + i t h  the U S .  before the EU knows that the rule will become final. 

It  seems to iiie that the DO?‘ rule was written only to get a deal signed with the Ell, and while the IJ.S. 
ElJ deal gives European airlines improved access to tlie U.S. market, DOT’s proposal does nothing 

for US. airlines that cannot operate at London’s Heathrow airport. It is wrong to say Heathrow would 
be open under the proposed agreeinent because U.S. airlines like Continental still won’t be able to 
operate at Ileathrow due to lack of landing and take-off slots and lack of airport real estate. In this 
regard, I have to say the U.S. Government has failed to open up U.S. - I ~ ~ i i d o n  Heathrow air service 
while Heathrow i s  the top airport to use while flying to and from London. 

I do not  belie\^. DOT has the authority to change U.S. aviation laws regarding f o r e i p  ownership and 
control of U.S. airlines. 1 understand mcmbers of the U.S. Congress have written letters stating the fact 
that Congress is the legal body to review, discuss and take action on new laws relating to U.S. airlines 
and their ownership and control structure. I believe my elected congressional officials are the only 
appropriate individuals to consider the implications of changing (J.S. aviation law. 

I support U S .  Govei-nment efforts to liberalize international travel but only when the liberalization 
occurs on an equitable level, is fair to the lJ.S. and when the discussion takes place in the proper forum. 

For the a b o \ ~  mentioned reasons I ani urging you to withdraw the proposed rule. 



Docket Operations 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
400 Seventh Street, S.W 
Nassif Building, Room PL-40 1 
Washington, DC 20590 

Re: Foreign Ownership and Control 
(Docket OST-03-15759) 

Dear Department of Transportation: 

I am writing to voice my concerns about DOT’S proposed rule on actual control 0fU.S. airlines by 
foreign parties. 

DOT has said that the rule is unrelated to recent avlation negotiations with the European Union to 
“liberalize” air travel between the United States and the 25 EU countries. But, as I now know, the rule 
is very much tied to DOT efforts to sign a deal with the Europeans. I have read that the EU said it will 
not initial a new aviation agreement with the US. before the EU knows that the rule will become final. 

It seems to me that the DOT rule was wntten only to get a deal signed with the EU, and while the U.S. 
- EU deal gives European airlines improved access to the U.S. market, DOT’S proposal does nothing 
for U.S. airlines that cannot operate at London’s Heathrow airport. It is wrong to say Heathrow would 
be open under the proposed agreement because U S .  airlines like Continental still won’t be able to 
operate at Heathrow due to lack of landing and take-off slots and lack of airport real estate. In this 
regard, I have to say the US. Government has failed to open up U.S. - London Heathrow air service 
while Heathrow is the top airport to use while flying to and from London. 

I do not believe DOT has the authonty to change U.S. aviation laws regarding foreibm ownership and 
control 0fU.S.  airlines. I understand members of the U.S. Congress have written letters stating the fact 
that Congress is the legal body to review, discuss and take action on new laws relating to U.S. airlines 
and their ownership and control structure. I believe my elected congressional officials are the only 
appropriate individuals to consider the implications of changing US. aviation law. 

I support U S .  Government efforts to liberalize international travel but only when the liberalization 
occurs on an equitable level, is fair to the U.S. and when the discussion takes place in the proper forum. 

For the above mentioned reasons I am urging you to withdraw the proposed rule. 

Regards, 



Docket Operations 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
400 Seventh Street, S.W 
Nassif Building, Room PL-40 1 
Washington, DC 20590 

Re: Foreign Ownership and Control 
(Docket OST-03-15759) 

Dear Department of Transportation: 

I ani writing to voice my concerns about DOT's proposed rule on actual control 0fU.S. airlines by 
foreign parties. 

DOT has said that tlie rule is unrelated to recent aviation negotiations with the European Union to 
"liberalize" air travel between the United States and the 25 EU countries. But, as I now know, the rule 
is very much tied to DOT efforts to sign a deal with tlie Europeans. I have read that tlie EU said it will 
not initial a new aviation agreement with the U.S. before the EU knows that the rule will become final. 

It seems to me that the DOT rule was written only to get a deal signed with the EU, and while the U.S. 
- EU deal gives European airlines improved access to the U.S. inarhet, DOT's proposal does nothing 
for U.S. airlines that cannot operate at London's Heathrow airport. It is wrong to say Heathrow would 
be open under the proposed agreement because U.S. airlines like Continental still won't be able to 
operate at Heathrow due to lack of landing and take-off slots and lack of airport real estate. In this 
regard, I have to say the U.S. Government has failed to open up U.S. - London Heathrow air service 
while IHeathrow is the top airport to use while flying to and from London. 

I do iiot believe DOT has tlie authority to change U.S. aviation iaws regardlag foragn ov;licr;hip and 
control of U.S. airlines. I understand members of tlie U S .  Congress have written letters stating the fact 
that Congress is the legal body to review, discuss and take action on new laws relating to U.S. airlines 
and their ownership and control structure. I believe my elected congressional officials are the only 
appropriate individuals to consider the implications of changing U.S. aviation law. 

I support U.S. Covenitnetit efforts to liberalize international travel but only when the liberalization 
occurs on an equitable level, is fair to the U.S. and when the discussion takes place in the proper forum. 

For the above mentioned reasons I ani urging you to withdraw the proposed rule. .-- 
Regards.? c- 7 . 



Docket Operations 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
400 Seventh Street, S.W 
Nassif.Building, Room PL-40 1 
Washington, DC 20590 

Re: Foreign Ownership and Control 
(Docket OST-03-1 S759) 

Dear Department of Transportation: 

I ani writing to voice m j  concerns about DOT's proposed rule on actual control 0fU.S. airlines by 
foreign parties. 

DOT has said that the rule is unrelated to recent aviation negotiations with the European Union to 
"liberalize" air travel between the United States and the 25 EU countries. But, as I now know, the rule 
is very niucli tied to DOT efforts to sjgn a deal with the Europeans. I have read that the EU said it will 
not initial a new aviation agreement with the U.S. before the EU knows that tlie lvle will become final. 

It seems to me that the DOT rule was written only to get a deal signed with the EU, and while the U.S. 
- EU deal gives European airlines improved access to tlie U.S. market, DOT's proposal does notliin_e 
for U.S. airlines that cannot operate at London's Heathrow airport. It is wrong to say Heathrow would 
be open under the proposed agreement because U.S. airlines lihe Continental still won't be able to 
operate at Heatlirow due to lack of landing and take-off slots and lack of airport real estate. In this 
regard, I have to say the U.S. Government has failed to open up U.S. - London Heathrow air service 
while Heathrow is the top airport to use while flying to and fi-om London. 

I do not believe DOT h a 5  the authority to change U.S. aviation laws regarding toreign cvmership aiid 
control of U.S. airlines. I understand members ofthe U.S. Congress have written letters stating the fact 
that Congress is tlie legal body to review, discuss and take action on new laws relating to U.S. airlines 
and their ownership and control structure. I believe my elected congressional officials are tlie only 
appropriate individuals to consider the implications of changing U.S. aviation law. 

I support U.S. Government efforts to liberalize international travel but only when the liberalization 
occurs on an  equitable level, is fair to the U.S. and when the discussion takes place in the proper forum. 

For the above mentioned reasons I am urging you to withdraw the proposed rule. 



Docket Operations 
U.S. Department of  Transportation 
400 Seventh Street, S.W 
Nassif Building, Room PL-40 1 
Washington, DC 20590 

Re: Foreign Ownership and Control 
(Docket OST-03-15759) 

Dear Department of Transportation: 

I ani writing to voice my concerns about DOT's proposed rille on actual control of U.S. airlines by 
foreign parties. 

DOT lias said that the rule is unrelated to recent aviation negotiations with tlie European Union to 
"liberalize" air travel between the United States and the 25 EU countries. But, as I now know, the rule 
is very much tied to DOT efforts to sign a deal with the Europeans. I have read that tlie EU said it will 
not initial a new aviation agreement with the U.S. before the EU knows that tlie rule will become final. 

It seeiiis to me that the DOT rule was written only to get a deal signed with the EU, and while tlie U.S. 
- EU deal gives European airlines improved access to the U.S. market, DOT's proposal does nothing 
for U.S. airlines that cannot operate at London's Heathrow airport. It is wrong to say Heathrow would 
be open under the proposed agreement because U.S. airlines like Continental still won't be able to 
operate at Heathrow due to lack of landing and take-off slots and lack of airport real estate. In this 
regard, I have to say the U.S. Government has failed to open up U.S. - London Heatluow air service 
while I-ieathrow is the top airport to use while flying to and froin London. 

I do not be'liivu DOT lias the authority to change US. aviation laws regarding f a r e g  ownership and 
control of U.S. airlines. I understand members of the U.S. Congress have written letters stating tlie fact 
that Congress is the legal body to review, discuss and take action on new laws relating to U.S. airlines 
and their ownership and control structure. I believe my elected congressional officials are the only 
appropriate individuals to consider the implications of changing U.S. aviation law. 

I support U.S. Government efforts to liberalize intematioiial travel but only wlieii the liberaliz a t' ion 
occurs on an equitable level, is fair to the U.S. and when tlie discussion takes place in tlie proper forum. 

For the above mentioned reasons I ani u r g y  you to withdraw the proposed rule. 

Address: a 



Docket Operations 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
400 Seventh Street, S.W 
Nassif Building, Room PL-40 1 
Washington, DC 20590 

Re: Foreign Ownership aiid Control 
(Docket OST-03-15759) 

Dear Department of Transportation: 

I ani writing to voice iiij' concerns about DOT's proposed rule on actual control 0fU.S. airlines by 
foreign parties. 

DOT has said that the rule is unrelated to recent aviation negotiations with tlie European Union to 
"liberalize" air travel between tlie United States and the 25 EU countries. But, as 1 now know, tlie rule 
is very much tied to DOT efforts to sign a deal with tlie Europeans. I have read that the EU said it will 
not initial a new aviation agreement with the U.S. before the EU knows that the rule will become final. 

It seeins to me that tlie DOT rule was written only to get a deal signed with the EU, and while the U.S. 
- EU deal gives European airlines improved access to the U.S. marhet, DOT's proposal does nothing 
for U.S. airlines that cannot operate at London's Heathrow airport. It is wrong to say Heathrow would 
be open under the proposed agreement because U.S. airlines lihe Continental still noii't be able to 
operate at Heatllrow due to lack of landing and take-off slots and lack of airport real estate. In this 
regard, I have to say the U.S. Government has failed to open up U S .  - London Heathrow air service 
while Meatlirow is the top airport to use while flying to and from London. 

1 do m t  bc1ic:ce DOT ha5 rile autliority to change U.S. aviation laws regarding foreign owi:ershlp arid 
control 0fU.S. airlines. I understand niembers of the U S .  Congress have written letters stating the fact 
that Congress is tlie legal body to review, discuss and take action on new laws relating to U.S. airlines 
and their ownership and coiitrol structure. I believe my elected congressional officials are the only 
appropriate individuals to consider the implications of changing U.S. aviation law. 

I support U S .  Government efforts to liberalize iiiternational travel but only when the liberalization 
occurs on an equitable level, is fair to tlie U S .  and when the discussion takes place in the proper forum. 

For the above mentioned reasons I am urging you to withdraw tlie proposed rule. 

Regards, 



Docket Operations 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
400 Seventh Street, S.W 
Nassif Building, Room PL-40 1 
Washington, DC 20590 

Re: Foreign Ownership and Control 
(Docket OST-03-15759) 

Dear Department of Transportation: 
. .  

1 ani writing to voice my concerns about DOT's proposed rule on actual control of U.S. airlines by 
foreign parties. 

DOT has said that the rule is unrelated to recent aviation negotiations with the European Union to 
'%beralize" air travel between the United States and the 25 EU countries. But, as I now know, the nile 
is very much tied to DOT efforts to sign a deal with the Europeans. I have read that the EU said it will 
not initial a new aviation agreemiit with the U.S. before the EU knows that tlie rule will become final. 

It seems to me that the DOT rule was written only to get a deal signed with the EU, and while the U.S. 
- E U  deal gives European airlines improved access to the U.S. market, DOT's proposal does nothing 
for U.S. airlines that cannot operate at London's Heathrow airport. It is wrong to say Heathrow would 
be open wider the proposed agreement because U.S. airlines like Continental still won't be able to 
operate a t  Heathrow due to lack of landing and take-off slots and lack of airport real estate. In this 
regard, I have to say the U.S. Government has failed to open up U.S. - London Heathrow air service 
while Heathrow is the top airport to use wliilc flying to and from London. 

I do not believe DOT has tlie authority to change U.S. aviatior, laws regarding foreign ownership and 
control of U.S. airlines. I understand members of the U.S. Congress liave written letters stating tlie fact 
that Congress is the legal body to review, discuss and take action on new laws relating to U.S. airlines 
and their ownership and control structure. I believe my elected congressional officials are the only 
appropriate individuals to consider the implications of changing U.S. aviation law. 

I support U.S. Government effoils to liberalize international travel but only when the liberalization 
occurs on a n  equitable level, is friir to the U.S. and when the discussion takes place in the proper fonim. 

For the above nientioncd reasons I a m  urging you to withdraw the proposed rule. 

Regards, (.& ,, * 
'-a\\\ , 6  

1 " -, 
f 



Docket Operations 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
400 Seventh Street, S.W 
Nassif Building, Room PL-40 1 
Washington, DC 20590 

Re: Foreign Ownership and Control 
(Docket OST-03-15759) 

Dear Department of  Transportation: 

I alii writing to voice my concerns about DOT's proposed ride on actual control 0fU.S.  airlines by 
foreign parties. 

DOT has said that tlie rule is unrelated to recent aviation negotiations with the European Union to 
"liberalize" air travel between tlie United States and the 25 EU countries. But, as I now know, the rule 
is very much tied to DOT efforts to sign a deal with the Europeans. I have read that the EU said it will 
not initial a new aviation agreement with the U S .  before the EU knows that the rule will become final. 

It seems to me that the DOT rule was written only to get a deal signed with the EU, and while the U.S. 
- E U  deal gives European airlines impro\ed access to the U.S. marLet, DOT's proposal does nothing 
for U S .  airlines that cannot operate at London's Heathrow airport. It is wrong to say Heathrow would 
he open under the proposed agreement because U.S. airlines liAe Continental still \%on't be able to 
operate at Heathrow due to lack of landing and take-off slots and lack of airport real estate. In this 
regard, I have to say the U.S. Governnient has failed to open up U.S. - London Ileathrow air service 
uhile Ileathrow is the top airport to use while flying to and from London. 

Y do not believe DOT has tlie n u t h i  ) r i p  to c.h;r!igr TJ 5. a\rinticn laws regarding foreign ocviiership and 
control of'U.S. airlines. I understand niembers of  the U S .  Congress have written letters stating the fact 
that Congress is the legal body to review, discuss and take action on new laws relating to US. airlines 
and their ownership and control structure. I believe my elected congressional officials are the only 
appropriate individuals to consider the implications of changing U.S. aviation law. 

I support U.S. Government efforts to liberalize international travel but only when the liberalization 
occurs on an  equitable level, is fair to tlie U.S. and when the discussion takes place in the proper forum. 

For the above mentioned reasons I ani urging,you to withdraw the proposed rule. 



Docket Operations 
U.S. Department of  Transportation 
400 Seventh Street, S.W 
Nassif Building, Room PL-40 1 
Washington, DC 20590 

Re: Foreign Ownership and Control 
(Docket OST-03-15759) 

Dear Department of Transportation: 

I ani writing to voice my concerns about DOT's proposed rule on actual control ofU.S. airlines by 
foreign parties. 

DOT has said that the rule is unrelated to recent aviation negotiations with the European Union to 
"liberalize" air travel between the United States and tlie 25 EU countries. But, as I now know, the rule 
is very much tied to DOT efforts to sign a deal with the Europeans. I have read that the EU said it will 
not initial a new aviation agreement with the U.S. before the EU knows that the rule will become final. 

It see~iis to me that tlie DOT rule was written only to get a deal signed with the EU, and while the U.S. 
- EU deal gives European airlines improved access to the U.S. market, DOT's proposal does nothing 
for U.S. airlines that cannot operate at London's Heathrow airport. It is wrong to say Heathrow would 
be open under the proposed agreement because U.S. airlines lihe Continental still won't be able to 
operate at Heathrow due to lack of landing and take-off slots and lack of airport real estate. In this 
regard, I have to say the U.S. Government has failed to open up U.S. - London fIeathrow air service 
while Heathrow is the top airport to use while flying to and from London. 

I do not believe DOT has the authoriiy tc-) ~ - h ~ g ~  iJ,S. wist!on laws regardifig foreign ownership and 
control of U.S. airlines. I understand tiienibers of  the U.S. Congress have written letters stating the fact 
that Congress is the legal body to review, discuss and take action on new laws relating to U.S. airlines 
and their ownership and control structure. 1 believe my elected congressional officials are the only 
appropriate individuals to consider the implications of changing U.S. aviation law. 

I support U.S. Government efforts to liberalize international travel but oiily when the liberalization 
occurs on an equitable level, is fair to the U.S. and when the discussion takes place in the proper forum 

For the above mcnti 

Regards, 

u to withdraw the proposed rule. 

Name: 

Address: 
\ 



Docket Operations 
U.S. D e p a r t m e n t  of T r a n s p o r t a t i o n  
400 Seventh S t r e e t ,  S .W 
Nassif Building, Room PL-401 
W a s h i n g t o n ,  DC 20590 

Re: Foreign Ownership and Control 
(Docket OST-03-15759) 

Dear Department of Transportation: 

I ani writing to voice my concertis about DOT's proposed rule on actual control 0fU.S. airlines by 
foreign parties. 

. .  

DOT has said that the rule is unrelated to recent aviation negotiations with the European Union to 
"liberalize" air travel between the United States and the 25 EU countries. But, as I now know, the rule 
is very much tied to DOT efforts to sign a deal with tlie Europeans. I have read that the EU said it will 
not initial a new aviation agreenient with the U.S. before the EU knows that the rule will become final. 

It seetiis to me that the DOT nile was written only to get a deal signed with the EU, and while the U.S. 
- EU deal gives European airlines improved access to the U.S. marhet, DOT's proposal does nothing 
for U S .  airlines that cannot operate at London's Heathrow airport. It is wrong to say Mcatlirow would 
be open under the proposed agreement because U.S. airlines like Continental still won't be able to 
operate at Heathrow due to lack of landing and take-off slots and lack of airport real estate. In this 
regard, I have to say the U.S. Government has failed to open up U.S. - Loiidon I-leatllrow air service 
wliile Heathrow is the top airport to use while flying to and from London. 

I do not believe DOT has the authority to c h i g e  U.S. aviotim laws regarding foreign ownership and 
control of U.S. airlines. I understand niembers of the U.S. Cotiipss have written letters stating the fact 
that Congress is tlie legal body to review, discuss and take action on new laws relating to U.S. airlines 
and their ownership and control structure. I believe my elected congressional officials are the only 
appropriate individuals to consider the implications of changing U.S. aviation law. 

I support U.S. Government efforts to liberalize inteniational travel but only when the liberalization 
occurs on a n  equitable level, is fair to the U.S. and when the discussion takes place in the proper forum. 

For the above tiieritioiied reasoils I am urging you to withdraw the proposed rule. 
1 



Docket Operations 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
400 Seventh Street, S.W 
Nassif Building, Room PL-40 1 
Washington, DC 20590 

Re: Foreign Ownership and Control 
(Docket OST-03-15759) 

Dear Department of Transportation: 

I ani writing to voice m j  concerns about DOT'S proposed rille on actual control of U.S. airlines by 
foreign parties. 

DOT has said that the rule is unrelated to recent aviation negotiations with the European Union to 
"liberalize" air travel between the United States and the 25 EU countries. But. as I now know, the rule 
is very much tied to DOT efforts to sign a deal with the Europeans. I have read that tlie EU said it will 
not initial a iiew aviation agreement with tlie U.S. before the EU knows that the rule will become final. 

It seeiiis to me that the DOT rule was written only to get a deal signed with the EU, and while the U.S. 
- EU deal gives European airlines improved access to the IJ.S. market, DOT'S proposal does nothing 
for U.S. airlines that cannot operate at London's )leathrow airport. It is n ~ o n g  to say Ileathrow would 
be open iirider the proposed agreement because U.S. airlines like Continental still won't be able to 
operate at Heathrow due to lack of landing and take-off slots and lack of airport real estate. I n  this 
regard, I have to say the U.S. Government has failed to open up U.S. - London Heathrow air service 
while Ifeathrow is the top airport to use while flying to and from London. 

I do not belie\.c DOT { , , t i  illt ~ t i i 1 ~ ) i ~ ~ y  1 1 )  (.il itlgc rai S, wiatioi? iaws r e g a r d q  foreign ou.nc;-ship ad 
control of U.S. airlines. I understand members of the U.S. Congress have written letters stating the fact 
that Coiigress is the legal body to review, discuss and take action on new laws relating to U.S. airlines 
and their ownership and control structure. I believe my elected congressional officials are tlie only 
appropriate individuals to consider the implications of changing U.S. aviation law. 

I support U.S. Government efforts to liberalize intcrnational travel but only when the liberalization 
occurs on an equitable level, is fair to the U.S. and when the discussion takes place in the proper forum. 

For the above mentioned reasons I ani urging you to withdraw the proposed rule. 

/>Pi . 



Docket Operations 
U.S. Department of  Transportation 
400 Seventh Street, S.W 
Nassif Building, Room PL-40 1 
Washington, DC 20590 

Re: Foreign Ownership and Control 
(Docket OST-03- 1 5759) 

Dear Department of Transportation: 

I ani writing to voice niy concerns about DOT's proposed rule on actual control of U.S. airlines by 
foreign parties. 

DOT has said that the rule is unrelated to recent aviation negotiations with tlie European Union to 
"liberalize" air travel between the United States and the 25 EU countries. But, as I tiow know, the rule 
is very much tied to DOT efforts to sign a deal with the Europeans. I have read that the EU said i t  will 
not initial a new aviation agreement with the U.S. beforc the EU knows that tlie rule will become final. 

It seenis to me that the DOT rule was written only to get a deal signed with the EU, and while the U.S. 
- EU deal gives European airlines improved access to the 1J.S. marhet, DOT's proposal does tiothing 
for U.S. airlines that cannot operate at London's Heathrow airport. It is wrong to say Heathrow would 
he open iirider the proposed agreement because U.S. airlines like Continental still cbon't  be able to 
operate at Heathrow due to lack of landing and take-off slots and lack of airport real estate. In this 
regard, I have to say the U S .  Government has failed to open up US. - 1,ondon I-Ieatlirow air service 
while Heathrow is the top airport to use while flying to and fi-om London. 

I do not belicvc DOT ii,i\ iix cliiiiioiii)i 1 0  change U.S. aviaticn laws ~ t ' g ~ r d ~ ~ g  fore:gi! G x ~ I ~ < d i i ~  i ~ d  

control 0f'U.S. airlines. I understand members of the U.S. Congress have written letters stating the fact 
that Congress is the legal body to review, discuss and take action on new laws relating to U.S. airlines 
and their ownership and control structure. I believe my elected congressional officials are the only 
appropriate individuals to consider the implications of changing U.S. aviatioii law. 

I support U.S. Government efforts to liberalize international travel but only when the liberalization 
occurs on an equitable level, is fair to the U.S. and when the discussion takes place in the proper forum. 

For the above mentioned reasons I ani urging you to withdraw tlie proposed rule. 



Docket  Operations 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
400 Seventh S t r e e t ,  S.W 
Nassif Building, R o o m  PL-40 1 
W a s h i n g t o n ,  DC 20590 

Re: Foreign Ownership and Control 
(Docket OST-03 - 1 5 75 9) 

Dear Department of Transportation: 

I ani writing to voice nij coiiceriis about DOT'S proposed rule oti actual control 0fU.S. airlines by 
foreign parties. 

DOT has said that the nile is unrelated to  receiit aviation negotiations with tlie European Union to 
"liberalize" air travel between the United States and the 25 EU countries. But, as I now know, tlie rule 
is very much tied to DOT efforts to sign a deal with the Europeans. I have read that the EU said it will 
not initial a new aviation agrcement with the U.S. before the EU knows that the rule will become final. 

It s e e m  to me that tlie DOT rule was written only to get a deal signed with the EU, and wliile the U.S. 
- EU deal gives European airlines improved access to the 1J.S. market, DOT'S proposal does nothing 
for U.S. airlines that cannot operate at London's Heathrow airport. It is wrong to say Heathrow would 
be open iinder the proposed agreement because U.S. airlines like Continental still \von't be able to 
operate at Heatlirow due to lack of laiiditig and take-off slots and lack of airport real estate. In this 
regard, I have to say tlie U.S. Government has failed to open up U.S. - L,ondon IIeatlirow air service 
while Ileathrow is tlie top airport to use while flying to and from London. 

I do not h i l i ~ ~ i :  DCiT lms ihc mthoi-ity io [-h:i3ige L7.S. aviation laws r e p d i n g  f'oreig:; c mers1i;p an3 
control of U.S. airlines. I uiidcrstand members oftlie U S. Congress have written letters stating the fact 
that Congress is the legal body to review, discuss and take action on new laws relating to U.S. airlines 
and their ownership and control structure. I believe my elected congressional officials are the only 
appropriate individuals to consider the implications of changing U.S. aviation law. 

I support U.S. Government efforts to liberalize iiitertiational travel but only when the liberalization 
occurs on an equitable level, is fair to the U.S. and when tlie discussion takes place in the proper forum. 

For the above mentioned reasons I ani urging you to withdraw the proposed rule. 

Name : 
i 



Docket Operations 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
400 Seventh Street, S .W 
Nassif Building, Room PL-40 1 
Washington, DC 20590 

Re: Foreign Ownership and Control 
(Docket OST-03-15759) 

Dear Department of Transportation: 

I am writing to voice my concerns abotlt DOT'S proposed rule on actual control 0f'U.S. airlines by 
foreign parties. 

. .  

DOT has said that tlie rule is unrelated to recent aviation negotiations with tlie European Union to 
"liberalize" air travel between tlie United States aiid the 25 EU countries. But, as I now know, tlie rule 
is very much tied to DOT efforts to sign a deal with the Europeans. I have read tliat tlie EU said it will 
not initial a new aviation agreement with tlie U.S. before tlie E,U knows that the rule will become final. 

It seems to me that the DOT nile was written only to get a deal signed with the EU, and while tlie U.S. 
- EU deal gives European airlines improved access to tlie CIS. market. DOT'S proposal does nothing 
for U.S. airlines tliat cannot operate at London's Heathrow airport. It is wrong to say Heatlirow would 
be open under tlie proposed agreement because U.S. airlines like Continental still won't be able to 
operate at Heathrow due to lack of landing and take-off slots and lack of airport real estate. In this 
regard, I have to say the U.S. Government has failed to open up U.S. .- London IIeatlirow air service 
while Ileathrow is tlie top airport to use while flying to and from London. 

I do not believe DOT has the authority to change U.S. aviatim laws regarding foreign ownership and 
control 0fU.S. airlines. I understand nienibers of the U.S. ConSress have written letters stating tlie fact 
that Congress is tlie legal body to review, discuss and take action on new laws relating to U.S. airlines 
and their ownership aiid control structure. I believe iiiy elected congressional officials are tlie only 
appropriate individuals to consider the implications of changing U.S. aviation law. 

I support U.S. Government efforts to liberalize international travel but only when tlie liberalization 
occurs on an equitable level, is fair to the U S .  and when tlie discussion takes place in tlie proper forum. 

For tlie above mentioned reasons I ani urging you to withdraw the proposed rule. 

Regards, 



Docket Operations 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
400 Seventh Street, S.W 
Nassif Building, Room PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590 

Re: Foreign Ownership and Control 
(Docket OST-03-15759) 

Dear Department of Transportation: 

I ani writing to voice my conceriis about DOT's pioposed rule on actual control of US. airlines by 
foreign parties. 

DOT has said tliat the rule is unrelated to recent aviation negotiations with the European Union to 
"liberalize" air travel between tlie United States and the 25 EU countries. But, as I now know, the rule 
is very much tied to DOT efforts to sign a deal with the Europeans. I have read that the EU said it will 
not initial a new aviation agreement with tlie U.S. before the EU knows that the rule will become final. 

It seenis to me that tlie DOT rule was written only to get a deal signed with the EU, and while tlie U.S. 
- EU deal gives European airlines improved access to the U.S. market, DOT's proposal does nothing 
for U.S. airlines tliat cannot operate at London's Heathrow airport. It is wrong to say I-Icatlirow would 
be opcn under the proposed agreement because U.S. airlines lihe Continental still won't be able to 
operate a t  Heathrow due to lack of landing and take-off slots and lack of airport real estate. In this 
regard, I have to say the U.S. Govei-nnient has failed to open up U.S. - London Heathrow air service 
while Heathrow is the top airport to use while flying to and from London. 

I do not believe DOT has tlie authority to charige U.S. aviatior, laws regarding foreign ownership and 
control of U.S. airlines. I understand members of the U.S. Congress have written letters stating tlie fact 
tliat Congress is the legal body to review, discuss and take action on new laws relating to U.S. airlines 
and their ownership and control structure. I believe illy elected congressional officials are the only 
appropriate individuals to consider tlie implications of changing U.S. aviation law. 

I support U.S. Government efforts to liberalize international travel but only when the liberalization 
occurs on a n  equitable level, is fair to the U S .  and when the discussion takes place in the proper forum. 

For the above nientioncd reasons I ani urging you to withdraw the proposed rule. 



Docket  Operations 
U.S. D e p a r t m e n t  of Transportation 
400 Seventh S t r e e t ,  S .W 
Nassif Building, R o o m  PL-40 1 
W a s h i n g t o n ,  D C  20590 

Re: Foreign Ownership and Control 
(Docket OST-03-15759) 

Dear Department of Transportation: 

I am writing to voice my co:icc"rns about DOT'S proposed rule on actual control of U.S. airlines by 
foreign parties. 

- .  

DOT has said that tlie rule is unrelated to recent aviation negotiations with tlie European Union to 
"liberalize" air travel between tlie United States and the 25 EU countries. But, as I now know, tlie rule 
is very much tied to DOT efforts to sign a deal with tlie Europeans. I have read that tlie EU said it will 
not initial a new aviation agreement with tlie U.S. before the EU knows that the rule will become final. 

It seenis to me that the DOT rule was written only to get a deal signed with the EU, and wliile tlie U.S. 
- E U  deal gives European airlines improved access to the U.S. tiiarket, DO'T's proposal does notliing 
for U.S. airlines tliat cannot operate at London's Heathrow airport. It is wrong to say Heathrow would 
be open under tlie proposed agreement because U.S. airlines like Continental still won't be able to 
operate at Heathrow due to lack of landing and take-off slots and lack of airport real estate. In this 
regard, I have to say the U.S. Government has failed bo open u p  U.S. - London Meatlirow air service 
while Heathrow is the top airport to use while flying to and from London. 

I do iiot believe DOT has the authoriiy to chmge U.S. aviatioi? laws regarding foreign ownership and 
control of U.S. airlines. I understand members of tlie U.S. Congress have written letters stating the fact 
tliat Congress is the legal body to review, discuss and take action on new laws relating to U.S. airlines 
and their ownership and control structure. I believe my elected congressional officials are tlie only 
appropriate individuals to consider the implications of changing U.S. aviation law. 

I support U.S. Goveniiuent efforts to liberalize international travel but only when the liberalization 
occurs on an equitable level, is fair to tlie U S .  and when the discussion takes place in the proper forum. 

For tlie above inentioned reasons I am urging you to withdraw the proposed rule. 

Name: 



Docket Operations 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
400 Seventh Street, S.W 
Nassif Building, Room PL-401 
Washington, DC 20590 

Re: Foreign Ownership and Control 
(Docket OST-03-15759) 

Dear Department of Transportation: 

I am writing to voice my concerns about DOT'S proposed riiie on actual control 0fU.S. airlines by 
foreign parties. 

DOT has said that tlie rule is unrelated to recent aviation negotiations with the European Union to 
"liberalize" air travel between the United States and the 25 EU countries. But, as I now know, the rule 
is very much tied to DOT efforts to sign a deal with the Europeans. I have read that the EU said it will 
not initial a new aviation agreement with tlie U.S. before the EU knows that the rule will become final. 

It seems to me that the DOT rule was written only to get a deal signed with the EU, and while the U S .  
- EU deal gices European airlines improved access to the U.S. niarket, DOT'S proposal does notliiiig 
for U.S. airlines that cannot operate at London's Heathrow airport. It is wrong to say Heathrow would 
be open under the proposed ay-eement because U.S. airlines like Continental still ~ o n ' t  be able to 
operate at Heathrow due to lack of landing and take-off slots arid lack of airport real estate. In this 
regard, I have to say the U.S. Government has failed to open up U.S. - London IIeathrow air service 
while Iieatlirow is the top airport to use w111le flying to and from London. 

I do not believe DOT has the authority to change U.S. aviatior, laws regirding foreign ownership and 
control of U.S. airlines. I understand niembers of the U.S. Congress have written letters stating the fact 
that Congress is tlie legal body to review, discuss and take action on new laws relating to U.S. airlines 
and their ownership and control structure. I believe my elected congressional officials are the only 
appropriate individuals to consider the implications of changing U.S. aviation law. 

I support U.S. Governriient efforts to liberalize international travel but only wlien the liberalization 
occurs on an equitable level, is fair to the U S .  and when the discussion takes place in the proper forum. 

For the above mentioned reasons I ani urging you to withdraw tlie proposed rule. 

Regards, 



December 20, 9005 

Docket Operations 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
400 Seventh Street, S.W 
Nassif' Building. Room PL-40 1 
Washington, DC 20590 

Re: Foreign On,nersIiip and Control 
( D ~ c k e t  OST-03-15759) 

Dear Department of Transportation: 

I ani writing to  voice i i i ~  concerns about DO I 's proposed rille on actual control ofU.S. airlines by 
fo rei g n parties . 

DOT has said that tlie rule is unrelated to recent aviation negotiations with the European Union to 
"liberalize" air travel between the United States and the 25 EU countries. But, as I now know, tlie rule 
is very much ticd to DOT efforts to sign a deal with tlie Europeans. 1 have read that the EU said it will 
not initial a new aviation agreement with the U.S. before the EU knows that the rule ~ 1 1 1  become final. 

I t  seems to me that the DOT rule was written only to get a deal signed with the EU, and while tlie U.S. 
- EU deal gi\ es European airlines improved access to the U.S. inarket. DOT'S proposal does nothing 
for U.S. airlines that cannot operate at London's Heathrow airport. It IS  wrong to say Heathrow would 
be open under the proposed agreement because U.S. airlines like Continental still \\oii't be able to 
operate at Heathrow due to lack of landing arid take-off slots arid lack of airport real estate. I n  this 
regard, 1 have to say tlie U S .  Government has failed to open up U.S. - London Heathrow air service 
while lieathrow is the top airport to use while flying to and from 140iidoii. 

1 do not believe DOT has the authority to change lJ.S. aviation laws regarding foreign ownership and 
control 0fU.S.  airlines. I understand members of tlie U.S. Congress Iiave written letters stating the fact 
that Congress is the legal body to review, discuss and take action on new laws relating to U.S. airlines 
and their ownership and control structure. I believe my elected congressional officials are the only 
appropriate individuals to consider tlie implications of changing U.S. aviation law. 

I support U.S. Government efforts to liberalize international travel but  only wlien the liberalization 
occurs on an ecl~iitable level, is f.,ttr to tlie U.S. and when the discussion takes place in the proper forum. 

For the above mentioned reasons I ani urging you to withdraw the proposed rule. 

Joni Gula 
9 1  70 Deerfield Drive 
Seville, OII 44273 



Docket Operations 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
400 Seventh Street, S.W 
Nassif Building, Room PL-40 1 
Washington, DC 20590 

Re: Foreign Ownership and Control 
(Docket OST-03- 1 5759) 

Dear Department of Transportation: 

I am writing to voice m y  concerns about DOTS proposed rule on actual control ofU.S. airlines by 
foreign parties. 

DOT has said that tlie nile is unrelated to recent aviation negotiations with the European Union to 
"liberalize" air travel between the United States and tlie 25 EU countries. But, as I now know, the rule 
is very much tied to DOT efforts to sign a deal with the Europeans. I have read that the EU said i t  will 
not initial a new aviation agreement with tlie U S .  before the EU knows that the rule will become final. 

It seems to me that the DOT rule was written only to get a deal signed with the EU, and while the U.S. 
- EU deal gives European airlines improved access to the lJ.S. niarket, DOT'S proposal does nothing 
for U.S. airlines that catinot operate at London's Heathrow airport. It is wrong to say IIeathrow would 
be open under the proposed agreement because U.S. airlines like Continental still uon't be able to 
operate at Heathrow due to lack of landing and take-off slots and lack of airport real estate. In this 
regard, I have to say tlie U.S. Govetiinient has failed to open up U.S. - London Heathrow air service 
while Heathrow is tlie top airport to use while flying to and fiorn London. 

I do not believe DOT 11~14 rile , i u f j i c t r  i fy  '0 c*irnngr L1.S ~ ~ ~ i i i o n  laws regarding :orelgn ow- L ' b . I S ! l l t /  '+-- '**-' ',,,d '1-3 

control of U S .  airlines. I understand members of tlie U.S. Congress have written letters stating the fact 
that Congress is the legal body to review, discuss and take action on new laws relating to U S .  airlines 
and their ownership and control structure. I believe my elected congressional officials are the only 
appropriate individuals to consider the iiiipltcations of changing U.S. aviation law. 

I support U.S. Government efforts to liberalize international travel but only wlien the liberalization 
occurs on an equitable level, is fair to the U.S. and when tlie discussion takes place in the proper forum. 

For the above mentioned reasons I am urging you to withdraw tlie proposed rule. 

Regards, f 



Docket Operations 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
400 Seventh Street, S.W 
Nassif Building, Room PL-40 1 
Washington, DC 20590 

Re: Foreign Ownership and Control 
(Docket OST-03-15759) 

Dear Department of Transportation: 

I alii writing to voice niy concerns about DOT's proposed rule on actual control 0fU.S. airlines by 
foreign parties. 

DOT has said that tlie rule is unrelated to recent aviation negotiations with the European Union to 
"liberalize" air travel between tlie United States and the 25 EU countries. But, as I now know, the rule 
is very niuch tied to DOT efforts to sign a deal with the Europeans. I have read that the EU said it will 
not initial a new aviation agreement with the U.S. before the EU knows that tlie rule will become final. 

It seems to me that tlie DOT rule was written only to get a deal signed with tlie EU, and while the U.S. 
- EU deal gives European airlines improved access to the U.S. market, DOT's proposal does nothing 
for U.S. airlines that cannot operate at London's Heathrow airport. It is wrong to say Meatlirow would 
be open under tlie proposed agreement because U.S. airlines lihe Continental still w o n ' t  be able to 
operate at Meatlirow due to lack of landing and take-off slots and lack of airport real estate. In this 
regard, I have to say the U.S. Government has failed to open up U.S. - London Heatlvow air service 
while I-Ieathrow is the top airport to use while flying to and from London, 

1 do ilot biliLvs DC3T it'ib the ~ l l J ~ ~ i 0 ~ 1 1 ~  f o  vhaiige U.S. aviation !aws regal-dixg toreig:: <;w:;crs!:ip aid 
control of U S .  airlines. 1 understand members of the U.S. Congress have written letters stating the fact 
that Congress is tlie legal body to review, discuss and take action on ncw laws relating to U.S. airlines 
and their ownership and control structure. I believe my elected congressional officials are the only 
appropriate individuals to consider the implications of changing U S .  aviation law. 

I support U.S. Government efforts to liberalize international travel but only when the liberalization 
occurs on an equitable level, is fair to tlie U S .  and when the discussion takcs place in the proper forum. 

For the above mentioned reasons I am urging you to withdraw tlie proposed rule. 

Regards, ___- 

Address: 



Docket Operations 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
400 Seventh Street, S.W 
Nassif Building, Room PL-40 1 
Washington, DC 20590 

Re: Foreign ownership and Control 
(Docket OST-03-15759) 

Dear Department of Transportation: 

I am writing to voice my concerns about DOT‘s proposed rule on actual control 0fU.S. airlines by 
foreign parties. 

DOT has said that tlie rule is unrelated to recent aviation negotiations with tlie European Union to 
“liberalize“ air travel between the United States and the 25 EU countries. But, as I tiow know, the rule 
is very much tied to DOT efforts to sign a deal with the Europeans. I have read that the EU said it will 
not initial a new aviation agreement with the U.S. before the EU kiiows that tlie rule will become final. 

It seem to me that the DOT rule was written only to get a deal signed with the EU, aiid while tlie U.S. 
- E U  deal gives European airlines improved access to the U.S. niarket, DOT’s proposal does nothing 
for U.S. airlines that cannot operate at London’s Heathrow airport. It is wrong to say Heathrow would 
be open under tlie proposed agreement because U.S. airlines like Continental still \von‘t be able to 
operate at Heatlirow due to lack of landing and take-off slots and lack of airport real estate. In this 
regard, I have to say the U.S. Government has failed to open up U.S. - L,ondon I-Ieatlxow air service 
while Heathrow is the top airport to use wliile flying to and from London. 

1 .  DGT ; ; I s -  ~ ~ ~ l i ~ ~ ~ ) ~ ~ i ~  1 6 )  rige U.S aviation laws regardin2 torclgi: SU’::CT 

control of U.S. airlines. I understand members of tlie U.S. Congress have writteii letters stating the fact 
that Congress is the legal body to review, discuss aiid take action on new laws relating lo U.S. airlines 
and their ownership aiid control structure. I believe my elected congressional officials are tlie only 
appropriate individuals to consider tlie implications of changing U.S. aviation law. 

I support U.S. Government efforts to liberalize international travel but only when tlie liberalization 
occurs on an equitable level, is fair to the US. and when tlie discussion takes place in the proper forum. 

For tlie above mentioned reasoiis I ani urging you to withdraw the proposed nile. 

Regards, 



Docket Operations 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
400 Seventh Street, S.W 
Nassif Building, Room PL-40 1 
Washington, DC 20590 

Re: Foreign Ownership and Control 
(Docket OST-03- 15759) 

Dear Department of Transportation: 

I ani writing to voice my coticeriis about DOT's proposed rule on actual cotitroi of U.S. airlines by 
foreign parties. 

DOT has said that the nile is unrelated to recent aviation negotiations with the European Union to 
"liberalize" air travel between tlie United States and the 25 EU countries. But, as I now know, the rule 
is very much tied to DOT efforts to sign a deal with the Europeans. I have read that the EU said it will 
not initial a new aviation agreement with the U.S. before the EU knows that the rule will become final. 

It seems to me that the DOT rule was written only to get a deal signed with the EU, and while the U.S. 
- EU deal gibes European airlines improved access to the IJ.S. marLet, DOT's proposal does nothing 
for U.S. airlines that cannot operate at London's Heathrow airport. It is wrong to say IIeathrow would 
be open under the proposed agreemcnt because U.S. airlines tihe Continental still w o n ' t  be able to 
operate at Heathrow due to lack oflanding and take-off slots and lack of airport real estate. In this 
regard, I have to say tlie U S .  Government has failed to open up U.S. - London Heatllrow air senice 
while I leathrow is the top airport to use while flying to and fi.0111 London. 

I do nctt believe DOT has tlie authority to chaiige U.S. aviation laws regarding foreign ownership and 
control 0fU.S. airlines. I understand nienibers of the U.S. Congress have written letters stating the fact 
that Congress is the legal body to review, discuss and take action on new laws relating to U.S. airlines 
and their ownership and control structure. I believe my electcd congressional officials are tlie only 
appropriate individuals to consider the iiiiplications of changing U.S. aviation law. 

I support U.S. Government efforts to liberalize international travel but only when tlie liberalization 
occurs on an equitable level, is fair to the U S .  and when the discussion trikes place in the proper forum. 

For the above nicntioncd reasons I am urging you to withdraw tlie proposed rule. 

Regards, 
z c 

/ -5 Address: 


